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Traffic regulations may restrict the materials used on a windshield that might obstruct, obscure, or impair a driver's clear view of 
the highway, which does not prohibit items hanging on a rearview mirror. ' Under some statutes it is a violation of the window tint 
statute if any one window is tinted to the extent that an occupant cannot be recognized through that window.” A nontransparent 
sticker on a motor vehicle's rear window is not, in and of itself, a violation of a vehicle code.* Other statutes prohibit objects 


obstructing the view of the driver of a motor vehicle.* A statute, prohibiting the obstruction of a car's windshield, does not per 
se prohibit the hanging of any item on the inside of a windshield without regard to whether it obstructs the driver's vision, as 


a violation of the statute must be linked to an obstruction of the driver's vision.” 


A statute requiring safety glass in a vehicles does not by its plain terms prohibit the operation of vehicles equipped with a rear 
windshield damaged so badly it is impossible to see through the window, as the fact that a panel of safety glass is cracked or 


otherwise damaged does not mean that it is no longer safety glass.° 
A person wearing the shoulder harness of a seat belt under the arm, so it crosses the torso, is restrained as required by statute.’ 


Traffic regulations sometimes prohibit operating a motor vehicle upon a highway while using a hand-held mobile telephone.® 
A statute defining the offense of using a wireless telephone while driving may prohibit only the use of a wireless telephone to 
engage in a conversation, and thus a defendant who holds a cellular telephone in his or her hand and looks at a map application 


while driving does not thereby commit the offense.” A provision prohibiting a motorist's use of a portable electronic device, 


including a cell phone, while operating a motor vehicle may not encompass the use of a cell phone as a clock or watch. a 
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Load limits may be imposed on vehicles, |! to ensure the safety and quality of public roads.!? Such statutes may be penal, 


and thus must be strictly construed. '3 Local jurisdictions may be granted broad powers to enforce a vehicle weight ordinance 


adopted consistent with the applicable state statutory provisions. '4 Whether a police officer had reason to believe that the weight 


of a truck driver's load exceeded the permissible limits is not a necessary element required to establish a violation of the statute 


prescribing weight limits per axle. " 
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